will be on the lookout for unconventional ideas that should be published. It is such ideas that will move science and clinical practice forward the most.
convictions of reviewers and against innovation and radical new ideas [3] .
In the reviewing process, peer reviewers should avoid intellectual suppression due to the Matthew effect and Heider's assimilation-contrast theory. The Matthew effect is the phenomenon in which "the rich get richer and the poor get poorer. " In the case of academic publication, it means that manuscripts of famous researchers have a greater chance of being published even if they are inadequate, while unknown authors' work may be required to meet a higher standard or even rejected simply due to lack of an established reputation [4] . Heider proposed the distinction between two types of affective reactions in relation to the emotional expressions of others. He argued that we experience concordant affective reactions to the ideas of persons who belong to our in-groups and discordant affective reactions to those with whom we do not identify [5] .
The role of editors is to comprehend the degree of concordance of reviewers and determine whether to accept or reject an author's work on its own merits. Sometimes they should be a 'devil's referee' [6] , and sometimes they should be a Harriet Shaw Weaver.
At the pub, two actors performed a portion of 'Waiting for Godot' by Samuel Beckett. Two characters, Vladimir and Estragon, waited endlessly and in vain for the arrival of someone named Godot. Godot' s absence has led to many different interpretations. For me, as an author, after submitting a manuscript to a journal, the decision letter can be a figurative 'Godot' that I feel I am waiting for endlessly. Until that letter finally arrives, I wonder whether the editor will truly be my advocate.
Editors should remain sympathetic to the fact that authors who have submitted a manuscript to a journal are waiting for a letter that begins "I am pleased to inform you that…" While enforcing strong standards of rigor and ethics, the best editors
